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ABSTBA'CT .' ^ . ^ 

' . Participants in sorority and5=££«t6rnity rush 
Mere surveyed abbut their experienced sith that, pibcess* tfiej 
important to the decision to" pledge or Sot to pledge a Gr< 
organization, and ihe effect rush had on a ^erJ bn's ielf-^^age^ 
Ancthet study guestibh was whether there were anyfdlffereS^ in v . 
personal background characteristics between students whoy^edged and 
these who did nbts ^fhe study group were men and wcmeu ; 'who 
participated in rush and. pledged a fraternity or spro 
whc participated in rush but did not pledge, sttideats 
pledge eithet withdrew vcfluntarily or were net pre 
sororities or fraternities. AnonymbUs^ gUestibhnair 
administered after the fbrmal rush period* A greatfti^ffgentagp of 
students bf both' sexes whb pledged^agreed that ruiMw a worthwhile 
additibn to their college experience^ felt ccm£ci;.-#bi^ in "being 
themselves" daring rush i and believed that" the ai^T^i.ties of rush 
period prbvided them with sufficient .informs tioipEot maJcing a Choice 
about' pledging. The, milieu of the fraternal ffsMisiand the {iebple in 
it were the dominant influences on the decisicj^to pl-edge, Studentis 
who pledged repoited that rush .had a heutrali^' plsitive effect bn 
their views of themselves^ while nbn-pledges^^ ±hat it had a* 

neutral tb negative impact.^ (Author/SB) ^" < ^ 
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-INTRODUCTION 



ft^ Although the fraternal system has been^on the national college scene for 
almost a century, its appeal to Jtudents declined during the 196ds and has only 
recently begun to make a comeback, therefore, it is important for thi leaders' 
of sbrofities and fraternities persons who advise them —to be awSre 

of the effectiveness of their recruitment methods and the elements of BreeR-life 
which are most and least attractive td individuals who actively seek membership^^ 
in these organizations. It is also .valuable from the standpoint of student 
development; for educators to- uriderjstand the social and psychological impact 
Mhich .invblv^raeTit in .the Sreek. selection process has on those who take > part.. 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of participants in 
sorority and frateniity Rush about; their experiences with that prdcesSi the 
factors which were mo^t important in determining an individual 's decision either 
to pledge or not to pledge a Greek-lftter organizatidri.^a^^^ which , 

Rush had on a person's self-image. Also irivestigated was whether there were * 
any differSndes between students who pledged and tfibse who^ditl not in terms of 
certain personal background characteristics; a breakdown of this information by 
sex is in the Appendix. . . - . . 



Procedure - Four specific groups of undergraduates were sampled for this^ • 
survey: men and women who participated in Rush at. Miami this past academic year 
and pledged a fraternity or sorority ^ and those men aridiwbmen who took part in 
Rush but did not pledge. Those students who did not pledge were essentially of 
^0 types: 1) the voluntary hdn-pl edges who withdrew from Rush prior to pre- 
fereneihg- (the system by whicfi a riishee is.matcfied with a sorority or fraternity) . 
br-deeided not to pledge, everi though he or she was preferenced by at least one 
of the organizatiotis for which the^ bid, and 2) the involuntary ribh-pledges — 
who were not preferenced by, any of the sororities, or fraternities for which they 
bid. Of the .non-pledges i 53 percent of the men atid 49 percent of the women fell 
into the latter category. ^ . . 

Alphabetized Jists of each^group were compiled the assistance of Mary 
Evans and Randy Amburgey from the^ Office of Co-Curricular Pr the " " 

executive officers of the Panhellenic Associatibri; and the Interfraternity eouhcil ; 
these individuals also offered mar^ valuable suggestions with respect tb the ■ 
tonstruction of the- four similar but separate:§uestiqrinaires used in •the' project. 
Separate numbers between @ne and fpr were selected randomly, for' each groUp in" 
the study, arid every fpurth student* per grouptcorresponding to the particular 
number was chbsep for the survey. This resulted in samples «f 2 &per'cent: ■ 
111 women who pledged, 104 women who did noti^ 104 men who pledged, arid 

134 men who did not ple^ge^ Because sorority .and fraternity Rtish is held iri 
the fair and spring semesters respectively, it wa^ necessary tb coriduct the data' 
collectioO for this Study at two differeht times during the^year^ ' Interviewers 
from the Studdrit tife Research Service individually administered the appropriate 
qUestibririaire tb sorbrity rushees frgm November 7 to 21, 1977 and to fraternitv" 
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• after the cdmpletiorv of the formal; Rush p^^^^^^ Tl^ anorvymity of responses \ 
, to the qUestiOnhaii^s was guaranteed^ Usable returns were obtained from 96 / 
• of the women who pledged a sdrenty for a response of 86 prcehtj from^^^ 
. - 87^of the womert who did not pledge (84 percent), from 90 ^of the men who 
y / pledged a fraternity (87 pei^e and from 114 of the liien wha^^^^ (85 
f percent). Computer processing for this projecV was p^fformed/by^^t^^^ • 
Barnhart of Admin tstrativd Data Processing, A' '/ . 
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I . PERCEPTIONS OF THE RUSH PRQCESS 



:V PiU of theVsui^vey parti ci extent to 

which, they agreed or disagreed w^^ sJtatements relating to thefh 

: expef'iegcd with a^^ Bush proeessv A ehi sgyare^test was 

empT'oyed' to determine whether there was a^statist^^ sjgriificant \ 
difference between th^ responses -of rushees^^ w^ and • 

their counterparts who did not (women •compared with women anfd men 
with men) . The standard .05 level of sigfiificance was sefeQted. 



V 




Table 1: Perception of tf\e Sor0i^y Rush Experience by ParlicTpdnt^. Hho^ - 
Pledged and Those' Who Did Not : - ^ 



Item 



.4 _ *Str^ng3y^_ _ 
Respondent ^.Disagree Disagree ■ Agreg 



'Strongly 
AgreQ, . . 




The activities of tlie Rush ^ Pledged 
pe r lod pro vi ded^ ire^ wi th 
sufficient infdmation'f^^ Didn't 
making a deei si o^l Whether " Pledge 
to pledge a sorority / 





46 



37 



14,,63** 



The ideas I had about the 
sorority system pHdr td,^^ 
Rush wer^ baiieally V 
confirmed by what I ./^ 
learned during Rush 



Pledged 

■1 - 

Didn't 



10% 
12 



46%. 
37 



35% 
47- 



9% 
5 



I felt comfortable in - Pledged 
"being myself". and pre- 

s en Ji h g my rea 1 pe rsona 1 i ty Di dri ' t , 

during the Rusfi period . Pledge 



32% 



49 / '29. ' 



38% 
17 



14% 
5 



27.27*** 



I- 



Rush. was a worthwhile 
addition to" my ebllege 
experiencfr to date 



Pledged 

Didn't 
Pledge 



5% 

^ 9. : 



11% 

16 



39% 
57 



44% 
17- 



14.21** 



** p< .01 

*** 0-^ .001 



Table 2. . Perception of Fratirnity Rush Experience by- Parti ei tots 
' Pledged and Those Who Did Not ' : * 



Item 



- strongly" " ' . h' ' Strongly 

.Respondent 'gisagfe^ Sis agree r:'Afir6e , Agree " 



'I' 



The aetivitie? of thS^'psfi .p^ 7^ 
period provided ^^^^ , - ' ; 

sufficient flnformation for Dicln't' - \ 
, making a tietision t/hather- " ,,Pj^^g&, ' T ' .'io • i ' 38 
' to pledge a>fraterniiy V; '^,Vv'" ' . ' • 




58^ 



16% 



ie.62* 



The ^ df a-s , I h§d' about tfie ' 
f ra terhi ty^ sys tOT p/TO^^^^ 
Rush iwere basically con- ^ Didn't 
finned by what I learned Pledge' 
during Rush 



I felt Gomfprtable in 
"bei ng fnysel f " and , 
presenting my rea3 ' 
personality during the 
Rush period 



Pledged 

didn't- 
'Pledge • 



6% 
11 



19 



25%' 
31 



56% 
48" 



"30f, '49% - 
- 40 36 



12% 

m 



5 



18.36*** 



Rush, was -a wo rthwhi 1 e ^ 
addition, to my col liege 
exgerience to date ^. 



Pledged ' 



I't. 
Pledge 



6% ie%, :. 44%" . ' 40% 

.14- . 13 . 57 -16 



16.62*** 



' * p< .05 
***.p<.'.001 
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.- L§S:;6ne might ex'pec^ 
.* —_bpth;meh arid women — stro^ 
• .> thiir x^Tl^ge fexper^^^^ in "being th^msalves" (during Rash, _ 

.ana believed jthat t^^^ activities of the Rush pen bd pr^ided them With sufficient 
^ - ihfdrpitiQn fbr-^m^^ a large 

• ' : majority tif bf^the four.groups^of participants considered- Rush as bineficiatj * 

• . V ^ithdse individuals who pledged vSfere the more intense in their ;^ljngs. A soTid 

■^jorij^lof students of both sexes who did not pledge indicated iFTat' they felt 
.i^ i Uiwa^y 'irj . exhibiting -t^^^^ during Rush. This was^specially 

. true, however^ among female non-pledges almost half of whom s#o3gly disagreed 
V - with the statement i "I f^lt eomfbr^ reajl ' 

fper^bnalfty during the Rush fjeriod," Indeed, neSrly half of those women who' ' . 
- .^u^ti,^late^y did pledgM sorority also disagreed with this item. This finding ■ 

• clearly i^empn^^^^^ fraternity and sorority Rush 

^ which inhibit many participants, parttcul^^^ * 

V V ^Wt^ibugh there Wer& v^ho did and did, 

riot pledge in te nils of ^t which theii^ pre-conceived views df the ,• 

_.fratermal• system wer^^ there was dne interesting difference between 

' the sexes; on this, poth Whereas mor^e than two- thirds of the men' who pledged 
indicated t^^^ the 
reverse was true for a maa'on'ty of the^^ Hence, most of the 

: women i^hb pledged did To In sp^ that the sorori ty system was not • 

. • what^they had antit^^ With brie exeeption^ there were -ho important differences 

between vbTuritary arid •irivbluntar^^^^ A strong majority • 

• , ' , V (•62^)^bf those men po chose not to p-ledge^ fraternity indicated that Rush 

V activities: did not give them adequate information for making a decision bri whether 
tp jdiri;, in contrast, most of the persons who did not receive a bid {BA%) felt 
< that' they did Jreceiye su^ffic^^ infofiijation, Hertee, if brie removes the invol- 
, untary non-pledges, the dif^rences betwe^^^ . ; 

• did not on their own volition beebmes everi greater on 'the infbailational factor.' 

. ■ H;" FABTOrS INFtUENeiNG THE PCEDGING DECISION • =• . 

> I _, '_ _ . _' " ' ... < ; ■ ■ ■ 

. ' -i\ush6ps who ultinfetefy pledged a fraternity ^ 'sordrity/ or those who vol- 
: * ^untaWly chose not to pledge^ were asked to indicate how important a variety of 

• ; faqtors were in determining their deeiSTori^^ Tcibles 3 and 4 contain a breakdown, 

Jn tite.drder of the mean score, of the responses of women and meh who eventually 
\ ^ -pledged- a' Sreek-letter o 

• fdenti gal, 'given the natural differences between the interests of men and wdmeh. 
,and the' way in which fraternities arid sdrorities operate :at Miami*. 
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T^biH^^ Impo^^ in Determinifig Decision to Pledge a Sorority 



mt 



9f Little Sbmewhat Very 



Mean 
xt-^^. — Scare 



PersbnaT^ompatrbility with 
particular sorority^ V 


0 V 




■ 1. » 


' •Y" 95 


, • 3.94 


Personalities of actives 


2'. 


' 1 : 


. 0 ^ 




3.92 


•0jDportUnity to meet people 
vand'make close friendships ^ 


2 


1 ■ 


6 


91 


3.85 


Promise of an active v 
social life 




- 15 


43 


' 41 


3.22 


Opportunity- for ftiture 
corihectibhs and cbhtaets . » 


9 


.li 


38, 


34. 


2.9.7 


.Opportunity for leadership.; 


12 


• 16 


45 


28 


2.99 


•Chance to^meet members . 
of the opposite sex 


6 


' 23 


59 


21* 

• • 


2.85 


Imagfe or repUtjatioh of 
•particular .sorority, 


15 - ^ 


18 

;. . > 
22 


42 


26 

1 

25 


2.79 


" ' ■ - ■» "'*. ' 
Need for compapioaship 


- as ■ 


41 


2.78 


Emphasis dn scholastic 
achievemeht . ^ . ; ' 


15 : ; 


24 

>> 


42 


19 


2.68 ■ 


Qpportt^lty to participate 
in service projects '^^^ • 


12 


23 


. 52 


. 14 


: 2.68 


Impressive Rush'TD^rties 


14. .. 


18 


58 


10 


• 2.66 


Personal i ti es of f el 1 ow rusliees 


m 


3d 


32 


19 • 


2.51 


Perspnality of Rush Ghairman 

Privilege of belong! n|^e. 

ah exclusive group * 


22 
24 


-. 37 
- 37 

» ■ 


27 
32 


" 15; 
. . ■ 7 ■ 


' .2.23 . 


" '■ * - . ■ 
Qppdptuhity to fiave an impact 
on campus decision-making 


29 


29 


32 


.9. 


. ?.22 


Opportunity foe academic help 


28 




29 


-r: 7 . 

■<■ ■; : . 


2.16 


Reasdnabtecbst df'beldrigihg ' 
to particular sorority 


36 . 


28 


21 . 


15 


2.15 
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xf Factors in Deteiinjhing 



— . r ■ ■ — — 

Ehahee to belong to ^ . ' 
aTumhi group 

Inadequacy of residence ' ^ 
hall activities " 

Opportunity to promote cHarige 
within-tfie university 

Family expectations' ; 

OpppftUnity to be among 
the "in-erowd" oh campus 

Number of friends' ' . 
who are Greek 



Not Of Little Somewhat • Very -Mean 

Important Importance Important Impoj"tant Score 



•AttractTvehess of 
sorority .suite 



31 

38 

35 

44, 
40 

40 

32 



38 

30 

33 

•25 
33 

34' 

46 



26 
27 

- • . ■ 

28 

'. 21 

Z' 22 

r/ 21 

V 

22 ■ 



5 
5 

- -3 
S 10- 

5 

* 5 
0- 



2.05 

2.00 

'1.9§ 

1.98 
1.93 

1.92 ; 

1.90 




/ 
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M Factors In Determining Decision to Pledge a Fraternity 



Not Of Little Somewhat Very ; . Mean; 

Jmpor^nt importance Impd'gtant Importaht Scdrei 



Personalities of actives 

^Persona] corapatibility wi^th 
"particular fraternity 

Opportunity to meet p^ple 
and make close friendiliips 



Gharice to njeet members > 
of tfie opposite sex , 

Opportunity to participate 
in athletic activities 

Fewer rules and refylatibhs 
than in residence halls 

Access to better housing 
accbwriodations 



2 
5 



or reputation of 
a' particul ar ' f raterrii ty 



Opportunity for^ leadership 

-■ ; - .'-V , - . ^ 
:Access« to better meals 

. . " ' _ ' . '■ ' ^ 

Inadequacy- of residence 
'-hall activities 

Reasonable cost of 'belongijig 
to particular fraternity 

Need for' compahiohship ; 

Eln^asis on scholastic 
, achtevdment , 

, Opportunity for future* 
eorihectibhs ahd ebhtaets 

Physical attractiveness J 
of fraternity house 



3 

' 7 
< 6 



7 88 3.80' 

9 " . 80 3:64 

16 73 ■ 3.56 



0 


15 . 


39 ^ , 


40 • 


3.13 


A ■ 

4 


r 22 




•32 - 


4.01 


10 ^ ]. 


if 

18 ■ • 


• . ^43 . 


. 29 


.2.91 




20- * 


, M '• 30 ■ 


■ 36 


'2.90 


13 


23 - 


•- 33 


• 39 


2.80 


18 


14 V 


- ~ S 

40- 


. 28 ■•. • 


2.78 
. » 


1? , . 


21 


40 


■Mi-'-' 


'2.78 


12 • ■ 


24 ' '■ " 


• 47 




% 2.68 


;14 • ■ 


28 ■ 


'38 ■ 


20 


2.63. 


23 ' 


20 . 


32 ; 


24 


2.58 


18 

It 


• :.. 27 . , 


40 


16 ; 


2.53 


19' 


28 


36 • 


.'18 ' 


2.52. 


21 


27 


32 


20 . 


2; 51 


23'". . 


28 


• .28 • 


21 


2.47 


13 / 


,.37 • ^ 


41 ■ r. 


• 9- ' 


.2.46 
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T a ble 4 eont. Im portAhce -of Factors 10 DeteHiiihirig Becisij3h_tOTe dg^ i Fraternity 

■ ' '' ■• • • ,;' : _ , y ■-; — -—■ — ^ 

Df Little Somewhat Very ' ' ' Mean 
Iropartance • Itnportant j liittibr^arit ' - ■'^ Score 



Not 




Iiifpressive Rushvparties ; - 

Opportunity" ta participate' s 
iri- service projects , ^ 

■ * '' » ' • . f ■ ' 

•Opportunity for aeademic help 

Stature of the hatibhal 
ffaterhity organization 

Opportunity to have an impact 
on campus decision-Tnaking 

dppo rtuni ty "tp be moti^ 
the "in^Growd'.' bh eamptis 

V Nomber^bf f Fiends Wfio are Greek 

^Opportunity change " 

wfthin the University . 

Chance to belong to • . 

altimhi* group' • - ' 

' - .' ■ 

Rjamily expectations . . , ' 



.20 



44 
43 



24 
28 



' ,30 


34: , 


■28 ' 


.43 


' 2V ' ■ 


23 


/33 




;V. 24 : ■ 


■ 40 


29 


28. , 








36 '. 


. 41 


2fi 


42 ; 


38 - 






32 


•11 . 


■ ^■:63';-:;' ■ 


22 


9- 




.3 
6 



2.27 
• 2.19 

. 2.13 
■ 2.02 

.. 2 .00 ^ 



1.94 



'■ 1.91 



1.83.V 



1.68 



.1.57 



- The chance to make friends and- to associate with compatible people were 
central to the^ decision of both men and women- to pledge. Nearly.all the women 
and an overwhelming proportion of the. men rated" three factors — personality ' 
of actives i compatibility with a particular Greek organization, and the oppor- 
tunity to tiieet people and me^ke close friendships — as very important determinants 
of their decision. to pledge. The .promise of an active social life and the chance 
.to- meej members of -the: opposi te, very important considerations f5r many • 

students, as was the reputation df the i^artieular sorority or f raters ' The 
opportunity fpr. fu.ture contacts and connections, for leadership, and for compan- ' 
lonship were; key factopg in the decision of women. Athletic activities, better 
hpUs i ng a ccommodati'ons , the pros pect of • fewer ru 1 es arfd regu 1 at ions ^ and the ' 
persona li ty ' of fellow rushees were parti cul arly ^rong i nducements for men . 

. There were noticeable differences between fraternity arid sorority pledges ' 

in terms of the importance they 'placed dn certain itemsV The personalities of • 
.rushees, the perceived ifiadequacy of residence hall acttyities, and the believed 



i**Baerfirf3 
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■ * , ; , •■; ■■ .■■■10, 

.fraternity cdunterparts by the ojjp^^^ future dbhtacts, td belong 

-Z-i] to an llUmhi.gr|u|), to participate in service. projects, to e)fercise leadership, 
, * anci tb have anjTnipaet on campus decision-making. Wpmen atso were more strongly 

inovfd than Were men by the need for companionship, the impressiveness df Rush 
, parties , and farai ly expectations , ; • Further gvidence- that the fami ly . has greater . 
impact on the making of a sororitiy wdmatrHfi fraternity mSn was provided by ' 
.another questTOn qn the survey.^ Respdhtlehts were asked to indicate, from a . list 
of individuals, which was most influential in motivating them to participate in 
: , - Rtrsh. , The highest percentage of wbpn, -excluding those who maintained that' their 
. decision to rush was entirely self-motivated, picked their parents (27^) i with j - 
..' ^\ college friends secdria (24%) . In sharp contrast, the'number of men who ehese 
the^r friends in college as the' greatest s^jurce of influence (45%) far butdis- 
^^^tanc^d those who picked their parents {3.0%). These finding?, clbsely Approximate 
■ the corresponding bnes fbr men and wbp : 

.'• : Students who participated. ir\ R^^^ 
y withdrew early in the process h :^l so were askqd to- icidiGate how important a 

varied of factdrs were in defennining their decision^ Only rushees::whb ' J 
ypluntaril^ declined to pledge were asked to respond to the it^ms in Tables 5 
and 6 ; persons whd were not jref erenced by any df -the f raterhi ti es %r sbrbri ti es 
f^eff^wffich th^ bid, did not complete this section bf the survey. .;. - 



Table Si Importance of Factdrs 


iri Detei 


"mining Decisibri Not tdBl 


edge a Soroi 


rity 




Not : Of Little 
ImpbrtSnt 'importance 


Somewhat 
Important . 


Ve^y - 
Importanr v 


Mean . 
Score » 


Attitudes and behavior ; , 
. of activfes - , . ' ' ' 


■■■ %, 






■ 41 > 


3.22 f 


; Artificial rhd superfici^ 
quaff ty of Greek life . ' 


■ 10 ' 






» . . . ' - 
43 


3.10 ' "- r 


Sbmrity exeldsiveness ^ 
and snobbery 


14' 


' .14 - 




' 49- 

■' " 


'3.08; 


• ' "i-Ability to make many friends 
without belonging to' a sorority 


16 :. 


■ 14 




35 "■ 


2; 90?; 


' ' too much "Mickey Mouse" 

lit the Rush process ' 


2B 


20-. 


7 29 ^ , 




2/73 "', 


Fa-ilurl receive invitetions 
to parties by sororities of' 
. choice * . ; 

\ , ■ J ^ _ ^ '^^^ , *.' 
f Distaste fdr Rush paftie^' s 


i24 


» . . - 


— ' ' J ■* 




^ 2'i 7,l ; : 








\ -31' ■/ • ir^ 




0 cn ■ 



ERIC 



T a ble 5 cont; Import ance of Factoid In betenfiining^ b^^^^^^ Nat to .Pledge a BxxrbH^ ^ 



Not • . 
important 



Of LittlejiSbmewhat Very 
ImpoKance -Important 



Mean '* 



biesire nd1t td_ become 24 
weddecl socially tb, one 
particular group . 

InsuffiBient time to make 24 
choice amdng sororities 

^ bi.scourtedUs treatmeht 33 
during Rush- 

Dislike of rules governing 31 
the Rush process 

Insufficient benefits 33 
compared tb- costs 

Adequacy of rest dehce . 41 
hall activities 

Failure to obtain a matching 51 
< bid from first preferenced 
sorority 

Inability to afford the costs 53 
of belonging to a sorority ^ 

Anti-tnt^llectual atmosphere 45 . 
in sororities 

Pdbr imagg dr reputation of 51 
Greek organizations oh campus 

Lack 6f_ separate sorority housing 55 

Impact of pledging on .56 
grai^e average / 

Personality, of Rush 'chairmen 57 

Religious, racial or ethnic 75 
biases of sororities 

Pressure frbm clbse friends or 82 
family members ribt to pledge 

Ihabil ity to ineet regui red 7i3 
grade average for pledging 
desired sorority 



28 

31 

27 
29 
29 
22 
13 

16 

29 

2'6 

22 
19 

18 
8 

6 

14 



- 26 

24 

17 

28^ 

26 

26 

17 

22 
22 

'u 

16 
19 

22 
14 

Id 

6 



24 

22 

23 , 

I ■ 

12 ? 
12 
10 
19 

10 
4 

10 : 
8 

6 , 

4: 
4 

2 

2> 



2.49; 

' 2.43 
2.31 
2.20 
2 . 16 

. 2.04 

1.88 

1.84 

r.82 

1.77- 
.1.75 

1.73 
1.47 

1.31 

1.31 
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Table 6. "^miPbrtahee of Factors in Beter^i iin^ng DecTiToa a Fraterni'ty 



;0f_hittle Somewhat Very 
I mportant Importan ce - Important Important 



Score 



Attitudes and behavipr 25 
of act! yes • ' j: 

, Abii<ty to mab many Mends 22 
; without beldnging to a fraternity 

Fraternity e>telusivehess 22 
and snobbery 

pes i re not to become wedded 30 
socially to one particular 'group 

Incompatibility pf personality 28 
with the Greek irtiage 

Artificial and superficial 26 
quality of Greek li^e ^ 

Tod^much "Mickey Mouse" 25 
in the Rush process 

Personalities of fellow rushees 30 

Insufficient time td make 26 
choice among fraternities 

■ » 

Impact of pledging oh 33 
grade; average 

Discourteous treatment 39 ' 

during Rush ' • 

Failure td receive invitations 44 
to RUsti parties by fraternities 
of my Choi ce 

Insufficient benefits 43 
compare(i to costs 

Dislike of rules governing ' 45 
the Rush process 

Anti-intellectual atmosphere ^49 
in fraternities 

Inability to afford the costs 56 
of beldnging td a fraternity 



10 

''20 

27' 

18 

23 

. 20 

31 

20 
33 

19 

28 

25 

26 
27 
25' 

20' 



26 

'31'' 

2i 

25. 

20 

33 

19: 

31 
21 

' 30 
12 . 

is- 
le 

22 
21 
15 



■»:»■ 



39 

27. 

30 

28 

30 

21 

25 

20 
19 

18 

21 

18 

15 
7 
5 

id 



2; 80 

.2.63 

2^60 

2.51 

2.51 

2.49 

■ 2.44 

2;41 
2.33 

2.32 

2; 16 ' 

2.05 

2:03 
1.90 
1.82 
1.79 
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Table e .cbht. IiriiJortariee of Faetbrs-ih Betermi ni hg Decision Not to. Pledge a Friterhity 

:: c^^^ te ef bittle Somewhat Very . Mean 

• Important Import a nce, important Import ant Score 



^Adequacy of residence 54 
hall activities 

Phylieal uriattraeti'venesi : 58 
of fraternity houses ; ' 

■Distaste for Rush parties 57 

Poor image or reputatidri of : 56 
Greek organizations oh qampus 

Religious, racial or ethnic 57 
biases of fraternities ' 

PretsUrp frdiil close friends 27 
or family members hot to pledge 

Inability^tb meet required 78 
grade average for pledging 
desired fraternity 



23 

18 

23 
23 

25 

10 

15 



15 



•■ t>.. 



12 
16 

12 



3 



8 
8 

8 

5. 



,7 



1.77 



' 1.73 



1.72 
1.71 

1.68 



1.43 



1.32 



. Dislike of the milieu of the fraternal system, as well as the pebple in it, 
were the most widely-shared reasons for not pledging. A largp number of hoh- 
pledges from both sexes (but particularly women) indicated that the attitude ahd- 
behavior of actives', the perceived exelusiveness and. snobbery of Greek-letter 
brgahizatibns, the believed superficiality and artificiality bf Greek life» the 
incompatibility of their own personalities with the Greek image, and the "Mickey 
Mouse"^of the Rush process were quite' important factors in their decis-ion. A 
heavy majority of both groups of non-pledges also were motivated by their confidence 
in their ability to make many friends without belonging to a fraternity or sorority. 
Clear^lyt^^howeveri those men and women whb chose not tb pledge did so largely because 
they were "tUrhed off" by what they saw of the Br^ek system. Indeed, one could 
make a strong argument, based on the results in Table 7, that the voluntary non-- 
pledges were more direnchanted^with and hostile toward the fraternal system as a 
result bf their Rush experience than were those students who were redected for 
membership. 



Table 7. "Do You Jlan To Try -To^ Join a Sorority (Fraterm'ty)- at Miami in the 
Fatare?" '■ ! • . 



Yes, definitely 
Yes, probably 
Nbi prbbably 
No r definitely 



Sorority Sorority Fraterrrity Fraternity 
• VbTuntary Involuntary" .Voluntary Involuntary 
Non-Pledges Non?Pl edges 'Non-Pledges Nojlrl^l edges 



< 24 
19 
57 





M 


' . ( ■ 22#-. \ 




:• 25 


• 38 








29 \ ■ 


38 


■31 ■ ; 


67 ■ V 


3'3 


9: 



_ A sharply higher percentage of those students who were refused a bid by "' 
fraternities and sororities maintained interest in joining a Greefc-letter H 
organfzation at Miami in the future. Less than. a fourth of the womenj and a ^ 
third of the men, who turned down bids indicated that they might attempt to 
join a fraternity tjr sororit;^ in the future. ' • 

Although more than 49 percent of the respondents of both sexes felt that 
insufficieht time to make a choice among particular "'chapters wasiat least some- 
what impbrtarit in their decision not to pledge, men and women differed when asked 
/i!^!'''^^^--^ about the length of this year's Rush schedule: Ah outright majority " 
(53%) of the sorority; rushees thought that the schedule was too short for the 
number of activities held, whili only 22 percent of the fraternity hopefuls felt 
that the Rush period should be Ibriger than the current two-week period. ^ 

Satisfactibri with residence hall activities and distaste for the RUsh parties 
th|y experienced were cited by more women than men as an important reason for their . 
refusal to pledge. A far greater number of fraternity than sbrbrity rushees, on 
the other hand, seemed influenced by the possible negative impact of pledging on 
their grade averages. The finding with respect tb residence hall activities was 

consistent With_J^^resp:onses of students who had pledged ■ that is, more men 

than women indicated that the inadequacy of residence hall activities was a key 
factor in their decisioh;to pledge, and a greater number of women who declined tb - 
pledge stressed their happiness with the quality, of hall programs; '• ' 



IMPACT OF RUSH _EXPERIENGE 9N STB0ENTS' SEbF IMAGES 

As -with many other aspects bf a student's college experience, participatibri 
In Rush contains the possibility of disappointment and rejection. A rushee may 
find Greek life not to his or her liking, may resent the close sbeial scrutiny 
• candidates are sometimes expected to Uhdergb, may fail to obtain a bid from the 
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, particular sortiHty drLfratefnity de^^^ or may not b-e invited to join any 
■ organization at all. It is reasonable to expect that f , as the result of this^ 



proceSSi some students may suffer^bMsed egos and:low6r estimations bf self- 
\^steemi. For this reason, it i.s important for staff members whose aobs involve , 
counseling undergraduates to 'be aWare of the possible psydhological impact of 
Rtish and the number of Rtish participants likely to be affected. . 

\/ro Pbtaih an iidea of the consequences which Rush has eh students' perceptions 
cFf themselves,. both pledges arid ribri-pl edges were asked to iridicate Whether th^ir . 
experieric^ in this process strerigtheried, weakened or had no effect on their self- 
images^ in terms of speciT^^ charaqteri sties. iTie findi rigs for both mett 
and women demonstrate -that there were sharp differences betweeri the two groups of 
rusheesV CoHsistently, those sti^dents who pledged a sorbrity' or fraterriity v 
reported\that Rush had a neutral to positive effect on their view of themselves i 
while non%ledgeS indicated that it had a neutral ,tb negative impacts ' 



Table 8. Effect Which .the Sorority Rush E)y3erierice Had Oh the ^elf- Image of 
Pledges an d^ Non P.lfedges . With Respect to Certain Persbnar 



Weakeried 
Your 



l^ad No 
Ef fett 
On Your 



Respondent ^lf-Image - Self-Image Self- 



Strengthened 
Your 



Your ability to express 
yourself verbally 



PI edged 

Didn't 
Pledge 



9% 
27 



25% 
49 



66% 
24 



30.25**]* 



The attractivenejis 
of your iJersbriality 



Pledged 

Didri't 
Pledge 



12%. 
48 



31% 

33. 



57% 
18 



38.50t** 



Your intellectual 
qualities 



Pledged. 

Didn't 
Pledge 



7-% 
3 



64% 
83 



29%; 
14 



8>49* 



Your ability tb^make 
a good impression in 
a social situation 



Pledged 

Didn't 
Pledge 



Your personal appearance Pledged 

Didn't 
Pl edge '<> 



14% 
52 

14% 
35 



.25% 
3d 

56% 
47 




42.72*** 

_ 11.48^* 
1* 
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: *p<.05 

**p<.01 



Table- 9i Effect Which the Fraternity Rush ExpfferUnce Nad iOn^^^^t^ Sel f-Iitiage ef 
\ ■ ' Rl erf ges'art d^Won Pledges, With i^espett t Personal' Traits 



16 



item 



/Had No " ' : _ 
Weakened Effect ' Strengthened 
. 0ri Ybdr Yba r 



yourself verbally 


r leageo 

Didn't 
Pledge • ; 






'oO% • 
29 . 


; 11.54** 


The attractiveness of 
your personal ^ ty - . 

■ . ' 


Pledged 

rDicln*t 
■pledae 


V' \, m ■ ■ 

■ ■ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ . 


,47% 


46% 
21 


19.36*** 

■ ; ; ■■ ■ ^ 


Your intellectual 
qualities ; . J 


PTenged, 




• 78% 


18% 


, 3.42 




'Didn't 
R-ledge 


V ■ ' ' ' 


69 


. ■ 191, 




YouV abllity .tq m^ke: ■ 
a good impress ion in a \ ' 
social, situat] bh . v ' * 


■Pledged 

^Didii't 
: Pledge 


' i ■ ' ^- ■ / 

/ ■ •31' 


•■'34% 
41 


28 , . 


27.30*** 


'' ' ' ■ ■ ' 
Your personal , appearance 


. Pledged 


6% :' - 


.. 66% ' ; 


29% 


10.94^* . 


■ ■ -■ ■ ■, . : 
^ ' ..' ' . " ;■ ' ■ '. 


Didh'/t 
.'Pledge : 


■ ^ 11 . ■ 


77 


11 , ' 





'**p< .01 

***j3< .001: 



The distinction between pledges and hoh-pledges of both sexes was especially 
great pn two items ( attractiveness of personality and a^^^^ a good 

impressioh in 5 social situatipn:), and between soroirity pledges and' non-pledg§s 
alone on one^rait -— ability of verbal expression. • There also was greater 
disparity between the responses of the, two groups of women to the iteins in this 
section than ^ere was between men. Sorority non-pledges were more prone' than 
•were tteir fraternity _ counterparts to perceive Rush as having weakened their 
tonfidence in the attJ^-activenesS of their personality, their ability to make a 
good impression iri a social situation, the ability :to express themselves verbally, 
and their personal appearahee-,^while sorority pledges ^were more likely to view the 
'Rush experience as having strengthened their self-image on the first two of these 
traits. The factor on which there was the smallest degree of difference' between 
pledges and non-pledges was the extent to which students' conceptions of their 
intellectual ability were affected by participation in Rush' A large majority 
of all. resj^ondents indicated that Rush had little impact: on their faith in their 
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•/ ' ^Iptellectuat, powers (aft^ a, higher percentage of sorority than fraternit^^^ : 
^ pledges believed that their self percep^tj^ to this charaeteristie 

' ; • were strengthened as . . - ■ - 

— One/mig^^^ on the self- 

.images 0/ students who had not been preferehced by'ahy fraternity or sorority 
than those who chose not to Join. However, there was a clear difference between 
the responses of the two sets of rushees :dn only one traits. :a greater percentage 
of men and wdlrlen who were turned down fb brgahization 
^ (61% and 34% respectively) indicated that Rush had weajcehfd their cohfidence in the 
• .a]ttraeti>eries^: of their 'per^ the high pro- 

jDOp-tion of wome» w^^ resul t of 

^' R^fi is the timing of the p^ of Rush 

paHicipants , ^nd thi experience 'Sf nej^ early weeks of the fal 1 V 

semester (when Sorority l^sh Is held) may have bellK particularly shattering for - 
; individuals who have not had the chance to widely, test their sdciaKsktlls or 
build up a bddy^ df friends at college. A slightly larger prdpdrtid& of fr^ 
participants who were denied btds (39%) . developed a less pbsitive view of their " 
. ability to make a good impression in a social situainoh as a result of the Rush 
experiehcev - . ' * • 

: ••, ■ - ■'■'v ' ■■■■ ..- ^ r: - -:'v 

; . IV. CONCLUSION, ^ . ; ' . 

Rushv with its frenzied two w^^ activities, serves as a mutual 

^ . exaiTiHnation process for both fireeR-letter orgariizatiphs and prospective pi edges • 
\ It exposes students to the benefits and liabilities Sreek"^ and provides^ 

each fraternity and sorority ^^^w^^ the opportunity to evalua^ the compaJtibility of 
rushees with its members. That this process helfJs particiiJants to;decide whether 
or not to affiliate with tfj^ fraternrl system' was deitionstra ted 1^^ reaction of 
pledges and ndn-pl edges to the, Rush experience pnd theironteraetlbh w 
• - actives. Bodsters of fraternities arid sbrbrities have always mairit|iried that i 
. ^-.i ..^^^^-.^^^4.^ -.i.n.^x. ^""-'^Ithe responses of^ 



time, Miami's fraternal 
rushees (including many 



Sreek life is not- appropriate for every studentsjandjl; 
untary non-pledges support th^^^^^ 
organizations should be concerned with, the number of 

eventual pledges) who indicated that, they felt uncomfortable presentini their 
real persdnality during the prdcess; Many .studentSy ifdr the sake df gairiirig 
the sdcial advantages and_ camaraderie assdeiated witfiji the ^Greek_ system at this^ 
Uriiyersity, appareritly felt the rieeessity bf ''pacfcagipg.^ themselves in an image 
ebrigeriial tb the chapters they ^:rU;/ 

More attention a^ to te focused oh the cp^^ of Rush for 

students who^were not accepted for membershi p i n j any |fra tern ity or- sorori ty . 
In addition to suffering the obvious psychological p^n and depression which 
results from such a rejections students appeal^ to fbfln a le 

of_ themselves In terms of certain persdhal charactiri;sties. Whether this riegative 
self-assessmerit is a short-term effect br whether 1 tjlebldrs a studerit's remairiirig 
gbeial, personal -and academic life iri college is a sibject for future research. 
But the mere fact that some students are hurt by theiSRush process should encourage 
professionals concerned with student development to [explore ways to treat this • 
obi em. 
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V.APPENDIX: SELECTED ^ DEfWGW\PHI C CHA^^^ AND NCJN-RLEDGES; ' 



^ ^ The findings pf this study produced no evidence that there are striking 
differences betweeYi pledges and non-pledg^^ both sexes at Miami in^tenns of 
their personal and social attributes. 



Table. 10. Percentage.pf Pledges and, Non^ in Specific bemographic Subgrbups 
Who Part-qci'pated in thg Survey " ' ^ ♦ 



Social Science 
Natural S&iehce 



AeADEMIC DIVISION^ 'i 
. Arts & Sciences - Humanities 
. Arts S. Sciences 

Arts & Sciences 

Business > 

Edueatieri 

Applied Science 

Fine Arts 

Western College 



CLASS RANK 
-Freshman 
Sther 



FAMILY MEMBERS AFKlLIATED- 
WITH FRATERNITY OR^ORORITY 




ene 
Two 

More than 



PARENTAL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL . 
Non-high school graduate 
High school graduate 
Some college 
Baccalaureate degree 

Master's degree - 

Ph.D. or professional degree 

PARENTAL INCOME 

Less than $10,000 . 

$10,000 to $19,999 

$20,000 to $29,999 
: $30,000 or more 



Women 
Who 

Pledged 



Women Who 
Did Not 
^Tedg e > 



> M?n " 
•Who 
-Pledged 



Men Who 
Did Not 
Pledge 





• 20% . 


■ M • 


■■9% 


16' 


22 




^ 19 ; 


16 


14 


17 


• 22 


21 


' 23 


44 . . 


" 34 


21 


14 


i 


. ■ -i' 4 


5 


1 


8 


; ■ ■ 7 


,5 


' 7 


1 


\^ S S 


.0 ' 


0 


■ '■ 1 r 


• B' 

'■ . \ 


74% 


70% ' 


* 83% 


90% 


.26 


30 


V ; ' 


. 10 


52%' 


27% 


' 34% 


47% 


25 . 


:34 , 


27 


28 


23 


28 


■ 26 


14 


20 . 


V ' : . 


13 


11 


'B% 


1% ■: 


■ 2% 


2% 


5 


6 


5 


8 ' 


12 


13 


9 


14 


34 ' 


43' 


•39. 


40 


25 


27 


31 


26 


24. 


11 


15 


11 


1% 


•3% 


■ .1% 


n 


13 


15 % : 


14 


12 


22 


34 X 


28 


34 


65 


48 


57 


52 
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Table-lO cont.^ Percentage of Pledges and Non P1edges^in Specrf^c Deitlbgrajahic . 
" - /. subgroups Who Participated in the Survey - 

; . ; ^ Wdmen Women Who Hen : - Men Wfib 

. . ' " \ .~ \ Whd^ Djd Not * Who . Kd Not 

^ ' ^ ^ ' : Pledged P1edge_ _ ^Eledged^-Kledqe- 

POLITICAL VIEWS \\ , 

' Very c?5nservdti ve 
. Conservatiye ^ : 
Middle-of-the-road 
/ * Liberal 
/ Veri^ TiBeral 



.RELIGIOUS FAITH. 
Protestant _ 
. RqiTian Gathblic 
dewish 
Otfier , 
None 



, M ■ 


: 1-%. . ■ " 


' . 5% : 


1% 


27 


39 


-34 


: n 


44 


42 . 


41 


42; 




- 17' 


11 


25 






11 


5 












.'62% 


43% 


44% 


28 


28 


23 


36 


3 


2 • • 


12 . 


5 


4 


5. 


13 


10 


. 6 


2 


.9 


6 



J Using parental income and educational level as indicators, it appears as 
though the socio-economic standing of thi families of sorority and fraternity 
pledges was slightly greater than that of hbh-pledges (particularly in the case 
of female students)* it "lust be noted; however, that the relationship between 
pledges and non-pledges of both sexes oh each of the two dgmographic character- 
istics was hot statistically significant, ^sbatahce, fraternity pledges des- 
cribed themselves »s more politically conservative th^n did men who did not join 
a fraternity (x2 = 11 .04, P <..05) ; in contrast, sorority pledges considered 
themselyes as slightly more liberal than did non-pledges. Although there was 
no statistically significant difference between rUshees in terms of the-, number 
of members of their intnediiatesf ami lies who belonged to a social sbrt>rity or 
fraternity, slightly more pledges than nbh-pleBge%,eame from families in which 
at least two persons wesre affiliated with a Sreek^letter organization. The 
difference was especially great in the case of men; 



This report '^^''a condensation and interpretation of the complete set of 
data that resulted from the survey. For additidhal information about the 
survey contact Michael Keller^ Cddrdinatdr of the Student bife Research Service, 
at213 Warfield Hall dr 529-3931. 
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